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In 2009, the Burgaw Planning Department
began a multi -year planning initiative to
update the townds 1997
plan was initially envisioned as a way to meet
the requirements of the North Carolina

Coastal Are a Management Act (CAMA), which
became required for all coastal counties in
1974. However, as planning staff worked on
the project, the plan became more
comprehensive in nature, taking into account
topics not always associated with land use or
included in CAMA plans, such as governance
and equity.

Lan

While the planning process has allowed the

town to educate itself about its existing

conditions, to elucidate its vision for the

community, and to provide a forum for all

citizens to become engaged in the future of the

town, the primary purpose of the last three

yearsod work is the plan it
is intended to be the map
endeavors over the next decade, in order to

achieve our vision of Burgaw 2030.

Located in the center of Pender County, the
Town of Burgaw has served as the county seat
since 1877. Two major regional highways, NC
53 and US 117, run through the town, and
Interstate 40 is located within a mile of the
town limit s.

The Town is approximately 25 miles from the
closest metropolitan center, Wilmington, and

100 miles from the state capital , Raleigh.
Area beaches are also withina 30 -minute
drive, and recreation activities on the Black

and Northeast Cape Fear Riverare  also only a
short drive away.

Burgaw was originally developed as an
important railroad junction on the Wilmington
to Weldon railway. The town still has the
oldest existing train depot in North Carolina.
After becoming the county seat under the
dathee oBhkaRtor i the
incorporated as the
February 25, 1879 in honor of the Burghaw
Indians who first lived in the area.

cCommu
t own 01

Many of the townds ol dest
recognizable structures are due to its function
as the coun ty seat. The Pender County
Courthouse, a National Register landmark,
serves as the physical and cultural center
the town and is flanked by the former Pender
County Jail, historic downtown, Town of

Burgaw offices, and the historic depot.

of

The Town of Burgaw operates under a council -
manager form of government. The Board of
Commissioners consists of a mayor and 5

$aaid membersT dil with four 0 cyeantems. A
ftoarr manabee, appainted by the Board of
Commissioners, is the administrative hea d of
the Townds government.
appointed by the board, serves as the liaison
between the governing board and town

citizens.

Th

Burgawds planning jurisdict
the entire corporate limits of the town and an

extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) area that

extends between one and two miles past the

town limits.

The townds Unified Devel
outlines land use regulations for this entire

area; however, the Town of Burgaw Code of

Ordina nces, including the nuisance code, and
some programmatic activities only include the

corporate limits.

op!
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The Town of Burgaw experienced high growth
in the 2000s due to a housing boom; however,
that rate of growth proved unsustainable after
the economic recession began in late 2007.
According to the 2010 US Census, Burgaw
has a population of 3,872. Roughly 750 of
those counted (19% of the population) were
prisoners incarcerated i n Pender Correction
Institution, a male -only facility, skewing data
on gender and other demographic descriptions
of the town. 1

Permanent Population

Regional and County. The majority of the
growth in Pender County between 2000 and
2010 occurred in the unincorporated portions

of the county, which had a 28.9% increase in
total population. The municipalities of the
county experienced only a 16.5% increase

from 2000 to 2010 . The majority of the
difference in population growth between the
incorporated and unincorporated portions can
be attributed to high growth in two specific
unincorporated areas fi Hampstead and Rocky

2000 2010 Population Percent
Change Change
Municipalities 5,983 6,971 988 16.5
Unincorporated 35,099 45,246 10,147 28.9
Areas
Total County 41,082 52,217 11,135 27.1

! It should be noted that data acquisition for this plan does not
directly correspond with previous plans. In 2010, the US

Census collected short -form data that measured only

population, people per household, sex, age, race, Hispanic or
Latino origin, housing type, and occup ancy status. Due to the
limited short -form data, there is fractional detailed information
available for analysis. The US Department of Commerce elected
to conduct the OAmerican Community
long -form for the decennial census. The Ame rican Community
Survey collects and provides estimates on population
demographics, social and economic characteristics, and

housing. Some of the data shown in this plan is based on these
estimates rather than actual decennial counts.

Point. Both areas are within close proximity
to the New H anover County line, and the
Rocky Point/Topsail Water and Sewer District,
which includes both areas, was created in
1996. The proximity to a major economic
center and utility infrastructure has provided
attractive and affordable residential building
oppor tunities for these unincorporated areas
of the county.

Graph 1: Population Growth of
Pender County Municipalities, 2000
2010
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Town of Burgaw. Over the past decade, the
Town of Burgawds growth
among the six municipalities in Pender

County. Although Burgaw did not experience
the greatest population  percentage increase,
from 2000 to 2010 , it experienced the greatest
total population increase with 535 additional
permanent residents (Graph 1). In addition,

with a 2010 population of 3,872, its

population is more than double that of the
second largest mu nicipality in Pender County
(Surf City at 1,853).

While its population remained relatively stable
from 1950 to 1990 with minor decreases in

the 1960s and 1970s, Burgaw began
experiencing major population growth in the
past two decades (Graph 2). InJune1 990,

S Interstaté 40 Bpened, 'réduting trével times to

Wilmington and Raleigh, and the connectivity
to 1-95 and the rest of the state fostered

r
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industrial growth. In all, between 1990 and
2000, the townos
residents, an 84.7% populatio  n increase.

Graph 2: Population Increases for the
Town of Burgaw from 1950 to 2010
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Since the 1997 Land Use Plan, the town has

also annexed over 600 acres, increasing the
townds total acreag3®%by
Two of the annexed tracts have since been
developed for residential subdivisions.
Overall, Bur gawassncrpased byl at i
535 permanent residents between 2000 and

2010, a 16% population increase. Prior to

2007, Burgawds population
experience rapid growth in the future due to

its proximity to the Wilmington metropolitan

area, and some resident ial projects were

resumed in 2011. However, the economic

recession has affected both job growth and

demand for residential properties in the area,

resulting in  smaller than expected population

growth. The lower cost of living and relatively

stable econom ic outlook for the town should

lead to sustained growth, though.

ap

Composition and Age

Age. The two | argest age
2010 population were the 25 -29 and 30 -34
age groups, with each comprising 7.8% of the

total population. In addition, approxi mately
15.3% of the townds

8

(5-19) and 21% of the population is under the

popul at i o magegf@ Whelbejirentent 5-adge population is

approximately the same size, as 16% of the
population is age 65 or older.

The median age for the town was 39.5,

compared with 41.1 for Pender County and

37.4 for the State of North Carolina. As

mentioned earlier, however, almost a fifth of

the townds counted popu
at Pender Correctional Institution. In general,

most incarcerated prisoners are within the 20 -
30 age range, s kewing the median age for the
town lower than it may be otherwise.

| at |

Graph 3: Town of Burgaw
2010 Population by Age
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Race and Ethnicity. Burgaw is slightly more
diverse than Pender County as a whole . Non -
white ethnicities are higher in Burgaw than in

the county at large  for all categories except
Asian .

Overall, the town is approximately one -half
white, 40% black or African American, and 7%

g r 0 WHRsanicf LatlRd! Trk feWdntng population

of the town is American Indian or Alaskan
Native ; Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacifi c Islander ; or multi -racial. Pender

popul aichuRty onithe otfeChBn@, $slroughl§ B%



white, 18% black or African American,
Hispanic or Latino. The percentage of all
other racial or ethnic groups is similar.

Number of Households

The US Census Bureau defines a household

as all the people who occupy a housing unit

as their usual place of residence. According to
the 2010 US Census data, there were a total

of 1,287 households in the Town of Burgaw.
This is over twice the number that existed in
1980 and 1990. There has been an increase

of 328 households since 2000.

and 6%

Graph 4: Number of Household
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The popu lation living in group quarters is not
included in the number of households.
According to the 2010 US Census, 24% of

Burgawds popul ati ogoartdrsi v e d

Ninety -nine percent (99%) of this demographic
was institutionalized in correctional facilities,
nursing homes, or mental hospitals.

Average Household Size

Burgaw 2010 average household size was 2.28
people per household, the smallest average
hou sehold size in 40 years. The size of the
average household has decreased gradually
since 1980, though the number remained
relatively stable from 1990 to 2000.

In comparison, the average household size for
Pender County is 2.51 people, and North
Car ol iaveradge $s 2.48.

Graph 5: Average Household Si:
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Household Types

The US Census categorizes households as

family households, nonfamily households, and
group quarters. of al |l
2010, sixty -one percent (61%) were classified
as family households. The make -up of these
households was 60% husband and wife

structure and 40% single parent structure.

Nonfamily households are defined by the US
Census Bureau as people living alone and
households that do not have members related
to the household er. The 2010 American
Community Survey (ACS) estimated that 506
households in Burgaw fall under this

definition. Of these 506 households, only 13%
were estimated to be occupied by roomers or
boarders, and 87% were single person
households.

Starting in 1990, the number of single pers on
households rose exponentially, especially for
th8se Inbie? a4 65. From 1980 to 2010, the
number of single persons aged 65 and older

living alon e grew by over 140%. The number

of single persons living alone under age 65

rose by over 225% from 1980 to 201 0.

B u



The number of non -family households in total,
however, has been decreasing since 2000.

The number of family households, however,

has been growing since 1990.

Household Tenure

According to the 2010 US Census, Burgaw
households were 49% owner occupi ed and
51% renter occupied.  These values are much
closer than their 2000 values. In 2000, the
American Community Survey estimated that
57.2% of occupied housing units were owner
occupied and the remaining 42.8% were

renter occupied.

Graph 6: Tenure by Single Persor
Households
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The greatest deman d for renter occupied units
are for one person household sizes.
Additionally, renter occupied living was in
greater demand than owner occupied for
households with 3+ persons. An explanation
for this trend may be that current high

housing prices are too e xpensive for local
salaries or that there is less desire for home
ownership in a difficult market.

10

Graph 7: Owner and Renter Occupied
Household Size for Burgaw in FY 201!
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In the 2000 American Community Survey,
there were 954 occupied housing units in
Burgaw. Residents above the age of 65
accounted for the greatest percentage (28%) of
all age groups for living in owner occupied
housing units. This situation remained true

for the 2010 survey estimates. The 2010
results included a breakdown of owner
occupied and renter occupied tenure by age of
householder.

Graph 8: Tenure by Age of Householder.
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According to these findings, residents under
the age of 35 are the most likely to rent versus
owning their home. T he older the resident,
the more likely they are to own their home,
with residents between 45 and 54 having
roughly equal owner occupied and renter




tenure and those 65 and older being almost
twice as likely to own versus renting.

Additionally, of the Burgaw  residents who own
their home, 61% have a mortgage and 39%
own it free and clear.

Marital Status

The 2010 US Census data highlights the
number of married versus not married

residents living in Burgaw. Of the 3,194

Burgaw residents over the age of 15, onl  y 36%
were married. For the purposes of this report

it was assumed that the remaining

populations of residents over the age of 15

were considered not married. Under this
assumption, the townos
population comprised the remaining 64% of

the age 15 and above demographic.

no

Graph 9: Percent Change of Marital
Status
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According to the NC LINC database, which
provides census data on a variety of topics
spanning the past several decades and the
results of the 2010 American Community
Survey , the mid -1980s saw a reverse in
traditional patterns and the not married
demographic began outnumbering the married
demographic. By 2000, the demographic
groups were roughly equal again, but the
number of non married persons over 15 began
increasing sharp ly as those who were married
dropped.

11

Fertility Rates

According to the 2010 American Community
Survey estimates, the birth rate for the Town

of Burgaw is 136 births for every 1,000

women. Based on these calculations, an
estimated 14% of women between the  ages of
15-50 gave birth in the twelve months

preceding the survey. The racial distribution

of these births was approximately 60% white,
40% Black or African American, and 0.9%
Hispanic or Latino origin. The survey reported
that 66% of these births came from women
ages of 20 to 34 years, followed by 35 to 50
years with 21%, and finally 15 to 19 years
with 13%. Bur gawos
torﬂ%lqjdprioré/(a}mger than North Carolina as
a whole which had 73.8% of births to mothers
ages of 20 -34 years , 17.8% to those between
35 and 50, and 8.4% to those between 15 and
19.

Geographic Mobility

The 2000 US Census found that 46.5% of
Burgaw residents lived at the same residence
as they did in 1995. In comparison, the 2010
American Community Survey  estimated that
76% of residents lived in the same residence
as they did in 2006. The most stable
demographics for Burgaw according to the
2010 census were white residents, non -
married residents, owner occupied housing
tenants and males. Each of these

dem ographic groups had over 40% living in

the same residence as one year previous. The
owner occupied housing tenant population

was the leading demographic for stability. The
2010 ACS estimates that almost 49% of owner
occupied housing tenants in Burgaw wer e
living in the same house as one year previous.

Of the estimated 472 Burgaw residents living
below 100% of the poverty line, 25.2%
migrated from within Pender County
(including from within Burgaw) and 7.6%
moved in from a different North Carolina
County. These figures account for nearly 1/3

mot her :



of the total Burgaw population below 100% of spoke English in their households. The next

the poverty line. However, the 2010 estimates most common language is Spanish or Spanish

for Pender County show that only 16.2% of Creole, with 256 residents speaking Spanish

the countyds popul ati on b e latdhame.ldr thdge, 84f0 sgolke &€nglish less

poverty level migrated from within the cou nty than overy well . 6 Five pel
or from a different county within the State of residents between the ages of 5 and 17 spoke

North Carolina. English at home.

Graph 10: Mobility of Population Below

100 percent of the Poverty Level _ _
Number of Housing Units

The Town of Burgaw currently has 1,473

Same location housing units, an increase of 422 units (40%)
8% previous 12 months since 2000 and over twice as many as 1990.
2504 Moved within While the majority of these residential units
Pender County are occupied year -round, the number of
67% vacant units has increased by over 91% since
Vi Ca 2000. This increase isa much  higher rate
different county than that experienced by occupied units.
"(‘:’gt‘(i)rl‘ir'lorth There is little data indicating whether the
vacant housing units are temporary vacancies
due to renter turnover or long  -term vacancies.
The population growth of the town does
The location of social services, health care, correspond with the increa  se in total housing
and subsidized housing within Burgaw may units, given an average household size of
contribute to in  -migration of this population. 1.267.

These residents are also primarily renters, and
residents who rent are also more likely to have
moved within the last twelve months. The
high geographic mobility for lower wealth

households has impacts on the level of 1990 2000 2010 Numeric %
services required at the local level and the Increase _Increase
ability for such services (such as educati  on TotalUnits 702 1,051 1473 422 40.15
and health care) to lead to sustained Year-Round n/a 1,003 1,405 402 40.08

. T " Housing Units

improvements in living conditions. However,

. . . Vacant Housin
based on the census information, it appears Units 9 mm a1 186 89 91.75

that the primary high  -poverty populations
moving into Burgaw are from within Pender

County. It should be noted that the majority of the
growth in housing units from 2000 to 2010
Language Spoken at Home occurred in the first half of the decade.

o o Construction has fallen sharply since 2007.
Unsurprisi  ngly, English is the language used

most commonly in Burgaw. According to the
2010 ACS estimates, 3,289 residents (91.4%
of total population) above the age of 5 only

12



val ues are considered aff o
standards, they have increased dramatically
since the 1997 Land Use Plan was adopted :

The Town of Burgawds housi HVBenth;"E?%iqP ho\ms\falpeewgs$5§,200
widely in terms of age. In 2010, almost 15% The median home value has almost tripled

of the Townds total reside ﬁ_;irt]_c? Jaqgo"ﬁhﬁqajtl rgomqﬁ&/qhigthetown
constructed before 1940, over 61% of the limits were valued at under $2_00,000 and less
housing stock was over 30 years old, and 12% than 10% were $100,000 or higher.

of units were built since  2000. The greatest
period of housing growth occurred during the Graph 12: Housing Values, 201
1960s when approximately 21% of the total
units within the current town limits were —

built. 1 Less than $50,00(

Age of Housing Units

11% = $50,000$99,999
Graph 11: Number of Residential = $100,000149,999
Structures by Year Built = $150,0066199,999
0 2005+
3% = $200,000$299,999
¥ 20002004 = $300,000$499,999
19901999 $500,000$999,999
19801989 $1,000,000+
19701979
19601969
19501959 Housing Conditions
Heating Fuel.  According to the 2012
American Community Survey, most residential
units within the town limits use electricity as
That high rate of housing growth continued their main house heating fuel, with 811 total
from 1960 to 1989. Over half (55%) of the units. The 2010 survey also identified eight
t own & s ndstocksvas built during this 30 - housing units that do not use any heating fuel
year period. The median year residential for their homes. Since the
structures were built is 1973. housing ordinance requires that all dwelling
units have a primary heating source, it is
Housing Values possible that this count is due to lack of

_ heatin%fueL rather than a need for a furnace,
The 2010 median value of Blﬁr(repga W%)Cs2 housing

stock was $164,700, while the median value ce. €
of residential units in Pender County as a
whole was $147,200. These numbers can be
misleading because Pender County had 355

units (2.2% of total housing stock) valued over * Section 684 of the2002 Minimum Housing Code requires
$1,000,000 in 2010, while Burgaw had none. UKFG aSOSNE ReSELAYS dyAd &Kl
are properly installed, are maintained in safe and good

.y . working condition, and are capable of safely and adequately

The majority of h.omes within Burgaw ?re heating all habitable rooms, bathrooms anéhter closet

under $200,000 in value, and only 2.1% are compartments in every dwelling unit therein to a

over$500, 000. While the towh®BLISING GazNBg2TF G tS+Had cn RS
13




Plumbing and Kitche n Facilities. All
housing units within the town limits have
complete plumbing and kitchen facilities,
compared with 1990 when six lacked complete
plumbing facilities and five lacked complete
kitchen facilities.

Water and Sewer. According to
water account system, all residents inside the
town limits use town water. Certain residents
have water wells, but the water source is
privately used for irrigation. It should be

noted that the total number of water accounts

is not a direct representation of the total
housing or business units. There are fifteen
water accounts for residents/businesses

Condition Number of Units

House Heating Fuel

Utility Gas 22
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 171
Electricity 811
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 11
Coal or coke 0
Wood 16
Solar Energy 0
Other Fuel 0
No Fuel Used 8
Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities 0
Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities 0
Water?
Inside Town limits 1,233
Outside Town Limits 15
Sewef
Inside Town limits 1,188
Outside Town Limits 0

outside the town limits.

There are 45 fewer sewer accounts than water
accounts within the town limits, indicating

t

he

14

that several residences and/or businesses s till

use a septic system and have not connected to
thetown 6 s s ewer sy s-ofetown
residence or business currently uses town
sewer.

Housing Type
townos

The majority of housing units within the town
are single -family detached dwelling units.
This type of dwelling makes up three
of the townds resident
this percentage has decreased since 1990,

when over 80% of
1990 2000 2010 Increase % Increase
Since
2000
Occupied n/a 1,003 1,405 402 40.08
Units
Owner- 455 546 631 85 15.57
Occupied
Renter- 170 408 656 248 60.78
Occupied

were single -family homes.

Most of the change in housing type has
occurred in multi  -family dwellings, which have
doubled over the last two decades. In 1990,
there were 90 multi  -family dwelling units;
there are currently an estimated 211.

Graph 13: Type of Housin
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representation of the total housing units. The values given are
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Despite more regulations regarding

of mobile homes, there are twelve new
manufactured home dwelling units as
compared to 1990. A portion of these homes,
however, may be attributed to areas annexed
since 1990.

placement

The number of single -family dwelling units,
attached has only increase d by three units
since 1990. This category may include both
townhouses and duplexes . In townhouses,
double houses, or houses attached to
nonresidential structures, each house is a
separate attached structure if the dividing or
common wall goes from groun  d to roof.

Housing Tenure

According to the 2010 US Census, there are
slightly more renter -occupied dwelling units
than owner -occupied units. The portion of
renter -occupied units has increased by over
60% since 2000. In comparison, the number
of owner occ upied dwelling units has only
increased by 15.57%. The increase in multi -
family apartment units, primarily rental
properties, can account for at least a portion
of this increase, but the demand for rental
units has also increased because of the
economic r ecession beginning in 2007.

Income Levels

The Town of Burgaw has experienced a slight
increase in the median household income for
the past thirty years, when adjusted to

account for inflation. Beginning in 1980, the
median household income for town residents
was $12,781 ($33,822 in 2010 dollars). The
median household income for Burgaw
residents was $45,579 in 2010 , according to
ACS estimates . This is an increase of 35%
between 1980 and 2010. Median household
income experienced the greatest decadal
percent increase from 2000 to 2010. The
majority of the growth experienced (25%) since
1980 occurred during that decade.

15

Graph 14: Median Household Income
(2010 Dollars)
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When compared to the State of North
Carolina, the Town of Burgaw and Pender
County were well belowthe St at ed s
family income values in 1990 and 2000.
However, the 2010 median family incomes
levels are largely comparable. Burgaw
experienced a drop in median family income
from 1980 to 2000, but its growth levels from
1990 to 2000 have broughtitin | ine with the
state and county. The town does not seem to
have suffered as much of a decrease in terms
of family income levels due to the recession as
at the state and county levels.

medi a

Graph 15: Median Family Income
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While per capita money income trends have
been steadily increasing in  absolute values,
when adjusted for inflation, the income per
person has been decreasing steeply since
1990. When viewed in conjunction with

trends of smaller average household sizes, this
trend indicates that population growth (and
household size) for hou seholds with smaller
incomes is more rapid than for households
with larger incomes.

Graph 16: Per Capita Income Tren
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Poverty Rate

The percentage of persons in poverty for the
Town of Burgaw has declined by almost four
percentage points since data was first
collected by the census in 19  80. This
decrease is slightly less than that of Pender
County as a whole, which experienced a
decrease of a little over 7 percentage points
since 1980, but compared favorably with
North Carolinads
which had decreased fewer than 2 points from
1980 to 2000 and increased to a level above

the 1980 rates from 2000 to 2010.

Burgaw is the only of the three that

experienced a further decrease in the poverty
level from 2000 to 2010 but was also the only
one that experienced an inc  rease in poverty
from 1990 to 2000. I n
percentage of persons in poverty also remains

percentage

addi ti
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higher than that for either Pender County or
North Carolina and has been so since the

early 1990s. In 2010, the percentage of
persons in poverty in Bu  rgaw was just under
20% of the population.

Graph 17: Percent of Persons in
Poverty
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Burgawds bl ack resi

poverty level percentage than its white
residents. Since 1990, over 30% of the total
black population in Burgaw was living in
poverty. Comparatively, white resident
popula tions have never had over 10.3% of
their total racial demographic living in

poverty. In 2010, the racial poverty disparity
was the greatest in 20 years, with 44% of
black residents living in poverty and only 7.4%
of white residents living in poverty.

Graph 18: Percent of Population in
Poverty by Race
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Another demographic with increasing poverty Carolina or Pender. They have both

rates is children. In 2010, the percentage of experienced upswings since 2000, most likely

children under age 18 was almost double that due to the recession, whil
of the percentage of those in poverty overall in percentages have been growing at an

the Town of Burgaw. The t exremglyghigh ete sireenl®W.ge of

children in poverty hasinc  reased steadily

S|nce.199(.), with an even more dramatic Graph 20: Percent of Young Children in
upswing since 2000. While both North Poverty
Carolina and Pender County (under 6-1970-2000, under 52010)
poverty percentages have increased since 50
2000, they were much lower to begin with and 45
had steadily declined since 1970. Cur rently, 40 North
over a third of Burgawds ¢ 35— Carolina
poverty, as compared to approximately one - E 30 Burgaw
fifth of children in North Carolina and Pender % e T~
County. g 20 - Pender
15 County
10
Graph 19: Percent of Children under 18 5
in Poverty 0
45 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
40
35
£ 22 \ nore On a more positive note, the percentage of
e adults 65 and over has been declining since
7 20 Burgaw . ..
15 1980, when the percentage of senior citizens
10 bender in poverty was at 29.72%. The percentage of
5 County seniors in poverty stayed at about 20% in both
0 1990 and 2000 and dropped drastically in
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2010 to jUSt under 5%. This trend is
comparable to those experiencedi  n North
Carolina and Pender County

current poverty rates for seniors are
significantly less than those for the state and
county, which are 10.7% and 13%

The numbers for young children, those under
6 in the 1970 -2000 census data and under 5
for the 2010 AC S estimates, is even more

troubling. Almost half of "SPP9e% ¢ Burgawss

children under 5 in 2010 were living in Educational Attainment & School

poverty, increasing from a little over a third of Enrollment

children under 6 in poverty in 2000. Again, -

these rates are not comparable with the Beginning in 1980, the educat  ional

trends of Pe nder County or North Carolina. attainment of a bachel ords
Burgaw currently has almost twice the residents 25 and older has remained relatively
percentage of children in poverty as in the consistent fi at about 17%. The rate is not

state or county as a whol e compambletethegastoihe wigies The 2010
percentage poverty rates have been increasing percentage of a bachel oros
for a longer period of time than in North Burgaw was well bel ow the North Carolina

percentage of 26.1% for the same
17



demographic. The High School education
attainment for residents 25 years and older
has steadily increased in 1980, though.

Burgawds 2010 High School educlati
attainment percentage was the highest with Total
74.2%, but this value was still below the North Male
Carolina average, which was 83.6%. “emale
Graph 21: Total Education Attainment for Total
Burgaw Residents Ages 25+ years Male
~emale
80.00
70.00 HS Grad Total
© 60.00 age25+ oa
(@)
= 50.00 — Male
o -emale
£ 40.00 4— College
g 30.00 +— Grad age
(]
& 20.00 1 25+ Total
10.00 — — — — _Male
0.00 : : : : “emale
1980 1990 2000 2010
According to the 2010 ACS, residents between
the ages of 35 and A4ddgrewi t h a b @omlh
or higher have experienced the greatest Male
percent decrease when compared to  all other Female
ages and educational attainment levels. From
2000 to 20 01, residents within this age Totl
demographic experienced a 44.07% decrease
. . . Male
in the total number of residents with a
~ . F$male
bachel ords degree or higher. rhoi
attributed to the 73.16% decrea  se in that level
of educational attainment for women in that Total
age bracket. Male
Female
The second greatest decline in educational
attainment values was experienced by Total
residents25 -34 with a bachel or ds degMalge
higher. Within this demographic, both male
- ~ . Female
andfemale r esi dentsd values decl i ned
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2000 2010
0 N asl34 yrs % Change
84.10% 76.40% -0.16
81.70% 73.60% -9.91
89.70% 83% -7.47
3544 yrs
75.70% 79.70% 5.28
69.50%  70% 0.72
91.70% 95.30% 3.93
4564 yrs
69.40% 79.10% 13.98
56.40% 79.50% 40.96
83.20% 78.60% -5.53
65+ yrs
49.40% 58.70% 18.83
55.30% 66.80% 20.80
46.40% 54.20% 16.81
2000 2010
25-34 yrs % Change
€18.30% 018.30%  -21.86
14.60% 12.80% -12.33
26.50% 18% -32.08
3544 yrs
11.80% 6.60% -44.07
590% 6.10% 3.39
27 29% ¢ 13Q% 5 67340
4564 yrs
17.80% 21.80% 22.47
18.70% 19.40% 3.74
16.80% 25.10% 49.40
65+ yrs
13.20% 15.90% 20.45
1680% 19.50%  16.07
21.93

]hl'40% Z|.3.90%
harply.



Employment Rate

Bet ween 2000 and 2010,
employment rate decreased by 5% --down from
92% to 87%. These values are below the State
of North Carolina average. In 2010, North
Carolina had an employment rate of 90%.

This value is down from the 2000 values

Bur gawdsommut e

Commuting Patterns

ti mes for
have steadily increased over the last 30 years.
The average commute time for Burgaw
residents in 2010 was almost 10 minutes
longer than the average time in 1980. When
compared to the State of No rth Carolina and

Bur g

where 93% of the stateds r ®ended@untyBurga® has historically had
employed. shorter commute times up until 2010 when
the stateds and countyds c
Employment Patterns experienced a 3% decrease in time traveled.
Accordingtothe 2010 ACS, the o Man_%f]regn%\ﬁt g e.s.i d.e ntsoé commute |
Business, Science, and Art mgq.’a%eglly&q%i, '%dﬁ’aé'ngéhﬁtd local
0Service Occupationso6é expe Ireﬁ!%erﬁtscaée@awagetoctrravglénéts&_}dg the town
from their 2000 values. Tﬁoémdgrgo&nyrrgrg. and Office
Occupationsdé experienced tl
increase, moving from 25% in 2000 to 31% in Graph 24: Comparison Commute Time
2010. 40.00
«» 30.00
Graph 22: 2000 Civilian Population % 20.00 - = Burgaw
Occupation S 10004 = Pender
0.00 - =NC

Management,
etc.
31%

Graph 23: 2010 Civilian Population
Occupation

Management,
etc.
25%

Service
Occupations
8%
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Year

When comparing the commute times for
Burgaw residents in 2000 and in 2010, the
greatest percent of residents had commute

times of 10 minutes or less in 2000 and 30 -34
minutes in 201 0.
Graph 25: Travel Time to Worl
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Industry Types

According to the American Community
Survey ,Edubatdon/ health,
is still the leading industry type in terms of

jobs in the Burgaw area. This finding is
unsurprising as Burgaw is home to Pender
County Memorial Hospital, Pender Early
College, Burgaw Middle School, and Burgaw
Elementary School. Although
CEducation/ heal t h,
in Burgaw, it has experienced a slight
decrease in percentage of the total jobs from
2000 to 2010. Itis possible that this trend
does not demonstrate a decrease in the total
number of these jobs but an increase in
additional positions in other areas.

etco i

oOoWhol esale trade
greatest increase in percentage of jobs from
2000 to 2010 with a 214.1% increase.

Major Industries

The industries that have located in Burgaw

e t tdp piovidd thesneaesgary jobs to ensure a

S

i ndustryo

stable economy. The majority of the

industries in the Burgaw area are located in

the Burgaw Industrial Park, in central

Burgaw, and off Stag Park Road, adjacent to | -
40.

Product

a manufacturer and supplier of
pork rinds

Industry
American Skin, LLC

a source foemplifier & guitar
parts manufactures amplifier
cabinets

Mojo Musical Supply

manyfagturesmall to mid-size
kilns

Nielsdgrgensein €ompary d

Phoenix Technology, LTD  designs, manufactures, and

OAgriculture, etc. 06 experijenced the gr ggibuRs$high performance
percent decrease with a 68.3% drop. 0 Buostpdks ard accessories.
administrationdé experienced the second

greatest percent decrease, suffering a decline
of 59.2%

Graph 26: Job Percentage Changes b
Industry
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SOLO Foods, LLC manufactures a variety of food
ard baking products; Burgaw
plant specializes in frozen
berries

manufactures and markets
products to service the building
materials, HVAC, and door
hardware industries in the

United States.

L &L Building Products,
Inc.

manufactures emergency
lighting

Chloride Systems

Of the top 25 employers in Pender County, ten
are either located solely in the Town of

Burgaw or are headquartered in the town.

Each of the top five employers are

headquartered in Burgaw, the top three of

which are government entities.



Table 11: Top 25 Emplors in Pender County

(highlighted companies are headquartered in Burgaw)

0Statement
Changes in Fund Balance
Funds6 of t he

of

Revenues,

i Government

Town

of

reference Appendix I. for a breakdown of

E x|

Bur gaw

expenditure categories.
Rank Company Name Emgloyment P 9
ange
1 Pender County Board Of Education 1,000+ . :
- Table 12: Comparison of Local Government Finances
2 Pender County N C 250499 _ _
3 State Of NC Dept Of Correction 250499 FY99/00  FY 09710  FY09/10 h‘g"nge
4 Pender Memorial Hospital Inc 100-249 (Inflation -
adjusted
5 L&L Building Products (A Corp) 100-249 Revenue by Source values)
. Ad ValoremTaxes $932,256 599
7 Huntington Health Care & Retirement 100249 Other Taxes and $583,001  19.2
Licenses $488,963  $738,251
8 Woodbury Wellness Center Inc 100249
Unrestricted $171,036 -22.7
9 Lowes Home Centers Inc 100249 Intergovernmental $221,281 $216,581
10 Pender Adult Services, Inc 100249
I Restricted $206,854 -20
11 Smithfield Fooddnc 100249 Intergovernmental  $258,692  $261,937
12 Harris Teeter Inc 100249 Permits and Fees $20.470 58
13 Gomez Harvesting LLC 100249 $63,868  $25,921
Sales and Services $452,219 154.3
14 Pender Volunteer Ems And Rescue Ir 100249 $177,812  $572,642
. . Investment Earnings $7,480 -89.5
15 Hardee'sNon Edi 100249 $71,282 $9,471
16 Genlyte Th°m"?‘s Group LLC 50-99 Miscellaneous $67,695 -36.7
(Chloride) $106,972 $85,721
17 N C Department Of Transportation 50-99 Total Revenues $2,441,008 238
$1,971,923 $3,091,035
18 U S PostaBervice 50-99
19 Johnson Nursery 50-99 Expenditure by Type
20 NHRMC Home Care 50-99 Current: %
" Change
21 Four County Electric 50-99 General Government $520,988 51.7
. . $343,337  $659,725
23 Piggly Wiggly #86 5099 Public Safety $1,017,466 381
23 Town Of Surf City NC 50-99 $736,689  $1,288,412
- Transportation $333,484 571
24 Olde Point Golf & Country Club 50-99 $212,344  $422,288
25 Mainsail Restaurant 50-99 Environmental $318,808  -11.3
Protection $359,595  $403,704
Central Services $53,915 58
Government Revenue Data $50953  $68272
5 . Cultural And . $22,553 436
Burgawds | ocal economy i S |Reresian ai b®d®3 boysssa
fiscally sound local goyernment. The following . Economic and . 10685 1583
table provides a compar i somrysi@af t h e413630 wensHess
. . Devel t
revenues versus expenditures for Fiscal Year evelopmen
1999/2000 and Fiscal year 2009/2010 in Debt Service
both actual and inflation  -adjusted value s. interest and Fees $116280 142
. . . $137,888  $149,777
The expenditures category is used in the Contingency $43,795 7.4
resentation of the eneraw—aﬂﬁﬂt—hﬁéﬂ—e 0% 5o
p _ ) _ g Total Exp ures W 288
annual financial report or audit. The $1,969,425 $3,211,476

complete information can be found under the

21



I n 2009, a survey of the
existing land uses was taken. While the
information from this survey is not completely

up -to-date, there should have been few

changes in most categories. The only major

di fferent to the townds
2012, when a large agricultural tract was
deannexed from the town. That change in
jurisdiction is reflected in th e information that
follows.

Planning Jurisdiction
(number of lots)

) Utilities Ryral/AgriculturGovernmental/
Mobile 0%. al Public/Civic
6% CommergiaP%

1%

Residential

206 Parks/Open

Space
2%

Graph 27: Existing Land Uses in Burgaw's

Industrial

Office and
Institutional
2%
Religious
Vacant 204
25%
Mixed Use
3%
Commercial
Commerci al | and uses withi

planning jurisdiction include all property

where business and trade are conducted,
excluding professional offices. This catego ry
includes both retail and wholesale activities;
accessory use areas, such as parking; and
hotels/motels. Commercial properties make
up 110.1 acres, or 1.
jurisdiction. The
contain 85.5 of those acres, whil e 24.6 acres
are in its extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ).

2%

of

townos

22

Commercial uses are primarily concentrated
within the townds
?C%B) and falong the l.%%‘ﬁ'h?/vgy 117 Bypass
corridor. Other commercial uses are scattered
along NC Highway 53. Current zoning
designates the CBD , the Highway 117 bypass,
and portions of Highway 53 (around the | = -40
ri]nf?erch%nsgéa, from t%goFJélrk Iﬂolaaa iothe ' "
Highway 117 intersection, and from Dudley
Street to Giles Marshburn Road) for future
commercial development.

Current commercial activities are primarily
stand-al one busi
type facility is the Pender Landing shopping
center, which includes five units. Other

multi -unit buildings include the Pender
County Properties building and the Rowe
office/commercial building on 117, a small
multi -unit building on Hwy 53 West, and the
Rowe office/commercial building on 117, and
the Plggly Wiggly shopping center at Hwy 53
and Dudley St.

Industrial

This category comprises all land used for
manufact uring facilities, processing plants,
factories, warehousing, utilities, and wholesale
trade facilities. It also includes associated
office, administrative, and truck facilities for
these uses. Industrial properties occupy

186. 2 acres, or habingf
jurisdiction. All of these 28 lots are located
within the townds

n Burgawds

The industrial properties are concentrated in
three primary areas: the Pender Progress
Industrial Park area that stretches from
Industrial Drive to Worth Beverage Drive, an
industrial park area off Stag Park Road, and
the centrally located | -2 district adjacent to
th8 formey eilvodas corpdora @timer indgstries
are logatedralartg &élighway 53 West (Rooks
Farm Services and Four County EMC) and on
North Wright Street on  the town limit/ETJ
border (Lewis Sausage). Current zoning
reflects this land use pattern and allows

centr al

nesses;-mahkom

corporat



expansion of industrial operations along

S

Highway 53 West.

Mixed -Use

Burgawds central busines
one of the townds primary

However, many of its properties fall under the
category of Mixed -Use. This category includes
areas with a combination, or potential

combination, of commercial and residential

uses either stacked (e.g. multi  -level with
residential above and commercial be  low) or
integrated (e.g. planned developments

designated to integrate land uses). Other CBD
lots have been designated as Mixed -Use due to
a multi -unit mixture of commercial and
professional office uses. Only 9.3 acres (0.1%)

of the town fall within this category. However,
as the CBD contains some
smallest lot sizes, this use comprises 71

separate lots.

Residential

Residential uses include all lots that currently
have structures either used or meant to be

used as residences. This category m  akes up
1,319.1 acres (14.1%)
jurisdiction and 43.6% of its lots. In

surveying existing land uses, residences were
broken down into single  family housing (high
density, medium density, low density, and

estate density), multi -family housing, and
mobile home parks. For housing
subdivisions, t he
density was assigned to the entire subdivision

of record. Each single family density type was

of

defined to coincide with
zoning districts: highd  ensity to R -7, medium
density to R -12, low densityto R -20, and

estate density to the lots prevalent in the R -20

and RA (Rural Agricultural) districts.

o f

B U

t Iplanning gurisdiciien
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Graph 28: Single Family Reidence Types
Acreage

Estate
Q Density
48%

High-Density

(¢ 5%

Medium-
Density
11%

Graph 29: Single Family Residence Type
by Number of Parcels

Estate

High-Density
24%

High Density Single Family Housing . High

devel op meenditpheusipgrineludesriots ofamtd 12,000

ft2 per dwel ling unit. High -density residential
|l ots cover 63.1 acres
N, ®rdyi1 daeen(d lotsy df
which is |l ocated in the t
category is made up of 299 lots and is

concentrated in the neighborhoods west of

Walker Street and in two housing subdivisions

(one built and one with recorded lots) i Village

on Eighteen and Creekside.

(0.7

0

Medium Density Single Family Housing.
Medium density housing lots are 12,000 ft 2



per dwelling unit. This type of residential lot home parks feature mobile home rental spaces
comprises 136.3 acres (1.5%) ardertcodmmontownership.s

planning jurisdiction of these lots, 128.6 acres

(359 Il ots) are |l ocated wit
corporate limits and 7.7 acres (20 lots) in the

ETJ. This size lot is prevalent in all of the

residential neighborhoods intheto  wn & s

corporate limits and in one housing

vernme Publi¢/Civic

The Governmental/Public/Civic category
in cludes all property used for governmental
purposes (administration buildings, schools,

o _ _ : public safety facilities, etc.) and all uses with
sul:?dlws'lon A Tealbriar. Wh;le this type of non -religious, civic purposes, such as lodges,
residential lot makes up 18.9% of all lots nonprofits, and museums. :

wi thi On the townds corporat eaohihgMhishidion, 18184 © Bdre¥ are used for
covers 3.8% of the ETJ. these purposes. All but five of those acres are

Low Density Single Family Housing . Low within the townds corporat.
density housing lots  are 20,000 ft 2 (about half
an acre) to 130,679 ft 2 per dwelling unit and

Office and Institutional

make up 451 acres (4.8%) oft he t ownds This category consists of lots or parcels

planning jurisdiction. This acreage consists of containing stand -alone office buildings, non -
487 lots (20.2%) in the total planning governmental educational facilities, an d
jurisdiction, 345 of whi c h haspitals. Office antl lastithitional fariddsises
corporate | imits. The percentage of lots that also include professional services, such as law
are low -density residences is similar to that of and engineering offices, and banks. Only 59.7
medi um density | ots withinacthestowvnd®se townds planni |
corporate limits (18.2%) but is much higher devoted to these uses, 56.1 acres of which are
within the ETJ (27.5% of ETJ lots). within the corporat e limits.

Estate Density Single Family Housing . The Religious

largest re sidential lots, estate density

properties, are defined as being 130,680 ft 2 (3 Religious land uses consist of all properties

acres) or more per dwelling unit. This type of containing places of worship and facilities

| ot makes up 603.6 acres ( 8Wngdgndoroperateq by religigys, s s
planning jurisdiction but only 73 actual lots organizations on a no t-for-profit baS|s..AIso
(3%). The majority of these properties  fi 63 or included are accessory lots, such as parking
5257acresfiare | ocated within ¢t/ Vvecglels gadiacentto religious

ETJ. structures. This type of land use makes up

39. 7 acres of the townds pl
Multi -Family Housin g. This land use category roughly two -thirds of which are located within
includes duplexes, apartments, the corporate limits.

condominiums, townhouses, and public
housing. This type of housing covers 53.2

o ~ :
? C r. e_ s (0.6% o f_ t h_ e. townos Igmisa(:éf‘[erbdr)f‘cgmprises infrastructure for
jurisdiction ) and all are contained within the electricity, gas, and water services, such as

corporate limits. power plants, sewage treatment plants, pump

Mobile Home Park. There are five mobile home stations, etc. Some lots, however, that

parks within the townds c o FOBRsyGhpirastiuctre py that are still
covering a total of 6.6 acres (0.1%). All mobile available for separate uses may be classified
by the predominant use category instead.
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Only6.6 acres, all within the X%awasdé(s2&.05poraft et he townds

limits, are devoted exclusively to utility uses. limits.

Parks/Open Space Rural/Agricultural

The Parks/Open Space land use category This category is made up of all land used for

describes land dedicate d to active or passive agricultural purposes, such as cropland,

recreational uses that is accessible to the livestock production, pasture, and timber. It

public. These areas include both privately includes lots with accessory residential uses

and publicly owned facilities and may include (as long as the agricultural use is the

playgrounds, public parks, nature preserves, predominant use of the tract). The majority of

golf courses, and similar uses along with the townds planning jurisd
lands that are to be preserved in a natural under the designation of Rural/Agricultural

state (such as Federal Emergency when looking at total acreage. Over 5,548

Management Agency (FEMA ) buy -out tracts acres of land are used for agricultural

and the former railroad corridor). Altogether, purposes. While the majority of this land use

these properties comprise 284.3 acres in the is located within the ETJ, comprising 78.4% of
townds planning juriamd ctioal aAdl i but hé. Bownds extr at
of these properties are located within jurisdiction , 12.7% are located within the
Burgawds corporate | i mits. corporMellinits, naking tutal&agricultural

parks/open space p roperty is part of uses the third largest use in the town after

Buccaneer Golf Club, which closed in 2010. vacant (34.3%) and residential (22.6%). Most

rural/agricultural tracts, however, are

extremely large. In terms of the number of

lots,only 6% of the |l ots in t
jurisdiction are categorized as

Rural/Agricultural.

Vacant

The Vacant category includes land with no
usable buildings or structures, including
vacant landscapes and wooded lots within a
residential neighborhood. While the term
vacant is intended to designate property that
is ripe for future development, the category
may also consist of tracts too small for
development adjacent to developed tracts.
Vacant tracts do not include land that is used
as farmland or for other agricultural pu rposes
or for land under plans for development with
valid town permits or developmental approval
from the Town Board of Commissioners. In
instances where properties were not clearly
vacant as opposed to agricultural/forestry
tracts, the planning departmen  ttook into
account the level of adjacent development, the
possibility of road access, and the size of the
parcels.

Throughout the townds planning jurisdiction,
over 1,602.8 acres (17.1%) of land were
categorized as vacant. Vacant tracts make up
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Table 13: Town of Burgaw Planning Jurisdiction

Estimated Land Use Acreage, 2049

Use Corporate % of ETJ % of Total % of
Area Corporate  (acres) ETJ Planning Total
(acres) Area Jurisdiction
(acres)
Commercial 85.5 2.6% 24.6 0.4% 110.1 1.2%
Industrial 186.2 5.7% 0 0.0% 186.2 1.9%
Mixed-Use 9.3 0.3% 0 0.0% 9.3 0.1%
Residential 613.5 18.8% 705.6 11.6% 1,319.1 14.1%
Single-Family 548.5 16.8% 705.6 11.6% 1,254.1 13.4%
High-Density 62.1 1.9% 1.1 0.0% 63.1 0.7%
Medium-Density 128.6 3.9% 7.7 0.1% 136.3 1.5%
Low-Density 280.0 8.6% 171.1 2.8% 451.0 4.8%
Estate-Density 77.9 2.4% 525.7 8.6% 603.6 6.5%
Multi -Family 53.2 1.6% 0 0.0% 53.2 1.6%
Mobile Home Park 11.8 0.4% 0 0.0% 11.8 0.1%
Government/Public/Civic 176.5 5.4% 4.8 0.1% 181.4 1.9%
Office and Institutional 56.1 1.7% 3.6 0.1% 59.7 0.6%
Religious 26.4 0.8% 13.3 0.2% 39.7 0.4%
Utilities 6.6 0.2% 0 0.0% 6.6 0.1%
Parks/Open Space 277.5 8.5% 6.8 0.1% 284.3 3.0%
Vacant 929.2 28.5% 673.6 11.1% 1,602.8 17.1%
Rural/Agricultural 343.3 128 52055 78.%% 5,548.8 59.4%
2,710.2 6,637.9 9,348.0

* All figures wereinitially derived from tax record acreages. If properties were split by the town limit line or ETJ
boundary, acreage was measured using GIS software tools. All numbers were roundedieziengthiplaces for

accuracy during mathematical operations and were rounded to one decimal place for display purpoBes only.
purposes of accurately reflecting the changes caused by the 2012 deannexation, only the acreage amount shown in
the county taxecords was used, and that number of acres was transferred from the corporate limits to the ETJ.
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In order to determine the way land uses have
changed since the 1997 Land Use Plan, we re -
categorized the existing land uses to
correspond with the categories outlined fifteen
years ago. All residential uses were put into
one category, and the
governmental/public/civic, religious, office
and institutional, and utilities uses were all
re-categorized as Office, Institutional,
Governmental, Civic. The categories for
Vacant and Rural/Agricultural were also
combined.

Land use changes in Burgaw are highlighted
in the following charts. Percentage change
(acreage gain or loss) from 1998 to 2011 in the
corporate limi ts and the jurisdiction as a
whole (corporate limits and ETJ) are shown.
Land use types experiencing incremental
acreage gains within
include Commercial; Industrial; Multi -Family;
Office, Institutional, Governmental, Civic;

Parks, Op en Space, Recreation; and
Residential. Vacant/Agricultural land use
acreages decreased, while Mixed -Use
Downtown and Mobile Home Park land use

types remained stable.

Within the corporate limits, decreases in
Commercial; Parks, Open Space, Recreation;

and Residential land use acreage were noted.
Increases in Industrial; Mobile Home Park;

Multi -Family; Office, Institutional,

Governmental, Civic; and Vacant/Agricultural
acreages were small. Again, the Mixed -Use
Downtown land use type is stable. This land

use type is situated in
Downtown (central business) district. Vacant

and agricultural uses continue to dominate

the corporate limits, with Residential and

Parks, Open Space Recreational uses
contributing
corp orate limit acreage.

significantly

Overall, commercial and industrial uses have

increased in Burgawds juri
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and county have worked together to attract
industrial uses to the area, and commercial
businesses have increased along the US
Highway 117 Bypass corridor , especially at
the intersection with NC Highway 53. As local
government operations have expanded, so has
the percentage of land devoted to such uses.
The location of the Pender County Courthouse
and Pender Memorial Hospital in the town has
also contributed to the number of professional
offices located in this jurisdiction. As more
residential properties are developed, including
multi -family residences, the percentage of
those uses has increased, decreasing the
amount of land designated vacanto r
agricultural.

Within the corporate limits, the acreage
devoted to industrial uses has grown, as the
town has annexed several industrial

Bur ga \Brgpgrtiejs %v?rlthg Ias} dgctacile,oohoviding

necessary water and sewer infrastructure.
Commercial operations within the town seem
to have decreased slightly, but this is at least
partially due to a change in classification of

the downtown area as mixed -use.
Burgawd6s Historic
to the townos
sdiction. The town



Graph 30: Land Use Types
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Town of Burgaw Existing Land Uses

(1997 Land Use Plan)
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